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INTRODUCTION
There are many difficulties inherent in police
performance appraisal.

First among these is the actual

nature of police work.

Law enforcement agencies provide a

service rather than deliver a product, and the services
provided are those which both the community and the police
force hope will not be needed.

In the instance of police

performance, it cannot be argued that more is better.
Police officers are expected to work as a team when
necessary.

Their work demands that they provide backup

and assistance to other officers, to handle their part of
an assignment so that citizens and other officers are not
endangered, and to fulfill the overall mission of the
agency which is the prevention of crime and the enforcement of laws.

Yet they usually work alone with very

limited supervision and they must demonstrate personal
initiative and motivation to successfully complete their
job responsibilities.
For these reasons, measuring police performance in
quantitative and production terms is virtually impossible.

Police statistics such as calls for assistance and

arrest and conviction rates are about the only quantitative measures available to judge performance levels
among police officers, but these measures do not take into
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account a myriad of outside influences not under the
control of the individual officer.

For instance, arrest

rates may reasonably be expected to be much greater for an
officer in a high crime area than for one assigned to a
low crime zone.

In similar fashion, conviction rates are

strongly influenced by the political and judicial climate
at the time that cases go to court.

Farr and Landy (1979)

state that these types of measures result in incomplete
and misleading conclusions about police officer
performance.
The majority of police agencies in the United States
do not attempt to use purely quantitative measures of an
officer's performance, although the statistics mentioned
before are frequently cited at city and county
commissioners' meetings when law enforcement budgets are
under discussion.

A qualitative approach to performance

appraisal is almost universal among police agencies.
Unfortunately, most agencies have attempted to measure
performance qualitatively using a global and trait based
performance dimensions.

In a survey of 196 police

departments, Landy, Farr, Saal, and Freytag (1976)
reported that most of the departments that gathered
performance information used graphic rating scales with
poorly defined verbal anchors.

In the same article, it

was reported that only 34 percent of those departments
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with some performance appraisal system actually used the
information gathered in making personnel decisions, and
that only 42 percent of the agencies used the information
to counsel officers on their performance.

It would appear

that either the agencies do not perceive the need to use
the information they gather, or the quality of the
information they obtain using the performance appraisal
systems is too poor to allow any constructive use of it.
Police agencies share the same concerns facing other
businesses, however.

Agencies have been held accountable

for personnel policies and decisions resulting in adverse
impact on protected class individuals.

They are faced

with increasing budget restrictions and limited resources
of materials and manpower which result in higher demand
for individual productivity.

Many police agencies and

their officers are striving toward a professionalism that
has been lacking in some respects in the past.

They aim

to cultivate the image of an efficient and responsible
peace officer who is part of the law enforcement
profession even when viewed apart from the parent police
agency.
Effective and objective performance appraisal will
play a critical part in answering all these concerns.
Information obtained in performance appraisal may be used
in personnel decisions, training, and motivation.
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Especially in law enforcement, this has never before
seemed so crucial as it does now.
General Research
It is apparent throughout the literature of the past
fifteen to twenty years that performance appraisal has
come to be considered most effective when the focus is
placed on behaviors or characteristics that are relevant
to the job and that are under the control of the
individual evaluated (Campbell, Dunnette, Arvey, and
Hellervik, 1973; Carroll and Schneier, 1982; Kavanagh,
1971; Latham and Wexley, 1977).

Organizations

increasingly perceive the need for specific and accurate
information on employee performance.

The influence of

legislation and court actions concerning Equal Employment
Opportunity has been very strong in determining the types
of performance appraisal systems used.

The main criteria

established for evaluating performance appraisal systems
are job relatedness and objectivity.

Performance

appraisal systems which seem to satisfy these criteria
most easily are behavior based (Latham and Wexley, 1981).
Rating scales, in one form or another, have been the
most frequently used method of evaluation of performance.
Arguments have been raised for and against all types of
rating scales, but most researchers presently agree that
rating scales should have specific definitions or
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behavioral benchmarks to help clarify what is being rated
and what level of performance is indicated by the
ratings.

Smith and Kendall (1963) cite two critical

demands that must be met whenever raters evaluate ratees.
The first is equivalence:

That the manner and

circumstances of evaluating ratees are the same or
compatible since evaluation data are always considered as
comparable.

The second demand is interpretation:

That

raters are forced to infer what is meant on the rating
form and how it relates to actual behavior, and these
interpretations should be uniform.

Answering these two

demands has been the primary goal of most of the newer
performance appraisal methods.
Behavior based rating scales such as behaviorally
anchored rating scales (BARS) or behavior observation
scales (BOS) are difficult and costly to develop and in
spite of the fact that these types of scales are currently
favored by many researchers, the literature on the
superiority of these methods is mixed.

It has been

generally hoped that by making rating scales more specific
and defined, raters would exhibit less of the common
rating errors such as halo, leniency, and central
tendency.

Although construction of better scales has

resulted in some improvement in ratings, some researchers
(Borman, 1979; Borman and Dunnette, 1975; Kavanagh, 1971;
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Landy, Barnes-Farrell, Vance, and Steele, 1980) have
concluded that the degree of improvement is so small that
the time and effort spent on scale construction may not be
realistically justified.
In further efforts to improve the quality of ratings
given by raters on a variety of scales, researchers have
turned to increased or improved rater training (Bernardin
and Walter, 1977; Borman, 1975; Brown, 1968; Latham,
Wexley, and Pursell, 1975).

Although training generally

has proven to reduce rating errors, Bernardin and Pence
(1980) have suggested that training may also decrease
rating accuracy.

Borman (1979) states that it is

relatively simple to change rating behavior by instructing
raters to rate higher or lower, but teaching better
reliability and accuracy is more difficult.
Researchers have also found that rater participation
in development of the scales may also result in better
quality ratings (Friedman and Cornelius, 1976; Zammuto,
London, and Rowland, 1982).

Landy et al.(1976) determined

that participation in scale development is beneficial in
most instances but not crucial to ensure the quality of
ratings.
The issue of psychological distance and expected
confrontation have also been researched for their effect
on rating quality.

Rothaus, Morton, and Hanson (1965) and
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Sharon and Bartlett (1969) found that raters who expected
to have to confront ratees or justify their ratings were
less critical in their ratings.

Rothaus et al. (1965)

suggests that work groups should provide evaluations in
the form of goal oriented group appraisals to minimize the
judge-rater role.
Feldman (1981) and Murphy, Martin, and Garcia (1982)
have also questioned the process of observation and recall
of performance information, especially when using scales
such as the BARS and BOS. The stereotyping of perceived
information and selective recall of information may have
strong effects on rating accuracy.

Consistent documen-

tation of observations of performance may assist in
overcoming this problem.

Multiple raters may also provide

a broader perspective on performance to alleviate the
influence of any one rater.
It appears that efforts to improve rating quality
have met with mixed success, and that some of these
attempts may actually result in poorer quality ratings.
None of these attempts provides any solutions for the
crucial problems inherent in police performance appraisal,
namely the problem of observability and the problem of
defining, in quantitative or qualitative terms, absolute
standards for police performance.
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The Orange County Sheriff's Office has attempted to
overcome problems of rating quality and accuracy by
changing the types of rating scales used from trait based
to behavior based, and by providing increased training and
orientation.

Although some improvements may be claimed,

the evaluation system as yet does not provide an objective
and comparable evaluation of all employees.

A shift from

purely supervisory evaluations to a multirater system has
been considered as one alternative to provide better and
more comprehensive information.
One assumption that has generally been accepted is
that a high degree of convergent validity across rating
groups when multiple rating sources are used, is
indicative of the overall quality of the rating format.
However, it has been found that there are probably
distinct differences in the ways that various rating
groups rate behavior that have little to do with the
actual formats involved.

Various rater groups may differ

in the opportunity they have to observe behavior, the ways
in which they perceive behavior, and the expectations they
have of the ratees in the job position (Borman, 1974;
Carroll and Schneier, 1982; Schneier, 1977).
Especially when scales such as BARS and BOS are used,
frequent observation of behaviors is required.

In

professions such as law enforcement where officers usually

9

work without direct supervision, the issue of observability may become paramount.

Gordon and Medland (1965)

found in a study of ratings of recruit leadership
potential made by peers and supervisors, that peers who
were in continual contact with each other were able to
make reliable assessments, whereas supervisors who had
only intermittent contact with the ratees did not make
reliable assessments.

Booker and Miller (1966) found that

peer groups of cadets which were stable with sufficient
interaction over time produced consistent nominations for
position promotion.

The research indicates, therefore,

that the opportunity to observe may have a direct bearing
on rating quality.
One aspect of opportunity to observe or interact with
ratees that has been determined to be critical is
relevance.

Landy and Farr (1980) state that raters who

interact with ratees in situations relevant to the
performance dimensions rated, will provide more valid
assessments than those raters whose interactions with
ratees are confined to non-relevant situations.
Raters in different rating groups not only have
different opportunities to observe but also perceive what
they observe in different ways.

Klimoski and London

(1974) were able to statistically identify and categorize
rating sources when nursing supervior, peer, and self
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ratings were obtained.

They conclude that "meaningful

differences in the ways in which judgements are made"
exist in the various rating groups.
In the process of developing a performance appraisal
form (BARS) for police officers, Farr and Landy (1979)
discovered that while peer and supervisory scale
components were identical, the performance scales and
definitions differed in the two groups.

In short, they

determined that while supervisors and peers tended to
focus on similar performance patterns, "the operational
definitions of the performance factors" differed.

For

this reason, they believe that the best amount of
information on performance can be obtained through both
sources together.
Zedeck, Imparato, Krausz, and Oleno (1974) conducted
a study in which subordinates and supervisors in an
organization participated independently in developing
behaviorally anchored rating scales.

They found that the

two groups identified similar behavioral dimensions, but
the incidents used to define the dimensions were valued
differently.

This suggests that the two groups perceived

the specific aspects of performance differently.

They

also found that supervisors gave lower value to the
expected behaviors indicating that supervisors expect more
in performance than peers do.
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Schneier and Beatty (1978), in a study designed to
determine the influence of rater role prescriptions on
perceptions of ratee performance, determined that
"given equal job tasks and observation
frequency, occupants of two different roles
disagree as to their prescriptions of behavior
desired or expected for successful performance."
In another article, Schneier (1977) argued that
organizations should assess differences in perspectives
toward performance and use this information in the overall
performance evaluation process.

Holzback (1978) concludes

in one study that "perceptions of performance are
differentially affected by rating source."

He suggests

that supervisors, having greater responsibility and
experience, may have more sensitive expectations of job
behaviors.

Klieger and Mosel

(1953) note that supervisors

in their study probably had a more defined perceptual
framework to observe and evaluate their subordinates than
the subordinates possessed to evaluate each other.
Klimoski and London (1974) suggest that supervisors may be
able to discriminate better on items related to effort,
while the individual and his peers may be more aware of
the ratee's competence.
Overall, the concensus is growing that each rater
group may provide a distinct and valuable viewpoint of
performance.

Most of the information obtained concerning

the varying levels of observation, perception, and
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expectation in the different rater groups is born out in
the research literature on observed differences in ratings
by various rater groups.
The most obvious and consistent difference in rating
is that supervisors rate more strictly than self or
peers.

This finding has appeared in research by Holzback

(1978), Meyer (1980), Rothaus et al. (1965), Schneier and
Beatty (1978), and Springer (1953).

One author, Heneman

(1974), reports that in a study of managerial performance
rating, self ratings were found to have less leniency,
restriction of range, and halo, than supervisory ratings.
Heneman notes, however, that subjects were assured that
the results of the ratings would not be used for personnel
decisions, but only for research purposes, which might
have produced the stricter self ratings in this study.
Rothaus et al. (1965) reported that supervisors were
stricter raters than peers regardless of whether they
expected to have to confront the ratee with their
ratings.

Schneier and Beatty (1978) found that superiors

rated more strictly than peers even though they agreed on
identification of the performance appraisal criteria and
their perceptions of the frequency with which specific
behaviors occurred.
Springer (1953) found that among ratings made by
supervisors and peers using a behavior type scale, there

13
was a much greater degree of agreement in comparisons
between supervisors' ratings than in comparisons between
peer and supervisor ratings.

The smallest degree of

agreement was found in comparisons between peer ratings.
Klieger and Mosel (1953) also found that supervisors were
more reliable in their ratings than peers.

As was

previously mentioned, supervisors may possess a more
defined and concrete view of performance due to their
experience, and this might result in the higher levels of
agreement in supervisors' ratings found in these studies.
Most research, therefore, has indicated that
opportunity to observe relevant performance behavior may
improve rating quality.

This is a strong argument for

consideration of peer evaluations in the police setting
where peers may have better opportunities to observe than
supervisors.

Furthermore, in determining standards of

police performance, the potentially broader and more
varied responses afforded by rnultisource rating also argue
convincingly for peer ratings.

It seems possible that the

evaluation of an officer by his peers may add substantially to an accurate understanding of the effectiveness
of his performance.
Performance rating has been the evaluation method
discussed thus far, but two other methods of evaluation
are also commonly used.

Peer nominations, in which peers
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within a group nominate those they believe have the
greatest chance for success after promotion, have been
shown to be highly reliable and valid predictors (Kane and
Lawler, 1978).

This method has been researched probably

more than any other peer evaluation method.

However,

since peer nominations will not be considered in this
research, they will not be discussed further at this
time.
Ranking is the peer evaluation method which has been
researched least of all the peer assessment methods.
Ranking has an advantage over rating in that many common
errors of rating such as leniency, halo, and central
tendency are eliminated.

It also provides a direct and

uncomplicated measure of relative performance which may be
very useful in administrative decisions such as merit
increases, promotions, and so forth.

The major

disadvantages of ranking are that it provides no
information on actual performance levels and it usually
does not indicate the degree of difference that exists
between two performance rankings.
Police Studies
While comparisons of ratings given by peers and
supervisors have usually shown some differences
attributable to the rating source, Balch (1974) found that
rankings given by peers and supervisors were virtually
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identical.

Balch used a paired-comparison format for

ranking police officers in three separate police
departments.
research.

Similar findings have occurred in other

In a study of bank managers, Siegel

(1982)

found very high correlations between rankings given by
peers and supervisors.

Using a paired comparisons format,

Siegel requested global rankings of effectiveness on the
job.

He found that the correlation between peer and

supervisory rankings was .84.

Correlations within the

ranking groups were also quite high.
Love (1981) also used peer ranking, rating, and
nominations and compared these with supervisory ratings
and rankings obtained from police officers.

He found that

peer ratings were the least highly correlated with
supervisory ratings and rankings, whereas peer rankings
and nominations were found to be most highly correlated.
In a later report of this study, Love (1983) cited a
Spearman Rank-Order Correlation of .62 among randomly
selected pairs of peer rankings.

Love states that

traditional supervisory ratings of police officers "cannot
accurately assess all of the important aspects of the job
of police officer."

He suggests that a composite of

evaluation techniques may best assess police performance.
These techniques would include peer ranking, supervisory
rating, self assessment, and certain objective indices.
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Kane and Lawler (1978) completed a literature review
of peer assessment methods and concluded that peer
evaluations can be valid and reliable sources for
performance information and that they should be used as a
part of a multisource approach to performance appraisal.
However, peer assessment is not used as frequently as the
research suggests it could be.
two reasons for this fact.

Kane and Lawler suggest

Many organizations fear that

use of peer appraisals will result in a sort of
organizational popularity contest.

Secondly, many

organizations fail to recognize the need to use peer
assessment.
Kane and Lawler (1978) also suggest several
conditions which would reasonably lead to the use of peer
assessments.

Organizations which have peer groups whose

members have a unique view of salient aspects of behavior
and have the capability to perceive and interpret these
aspects of behavior accurately, may be likely to consider
peer assessment.

Acceptance of peer assessment is

especially likely if this same organization recognizes the
need to improve the degree of effectiveness with which
certain aspects of performance are evaluated.
In considering the difficulties inherent in assessing
performance of police officers, it would be advantageous
to consider a multisource type of rating system.

This
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recommendation can be made because of the problem of
observability.

Not only may peers of a police officer

have more opportunity to observe and therefore provide a
more representative rating of actual performance, but
peers may indeed offer a different perspective on
performance behavior.

Research suggests that their

emphasis on or expectations of various aspects of
performance may differ from those of the police sergeant
or supervisor.

Experience in working with police officers

also suggests that many officers will demonstrate their
best performance around the supervisor, so peer
evaluations may be more likely to reflect the normal level
of function in the agency.
It might be expected that in military and paramilitary organizations, a shift away from the traditional
supervisory ratings would meet with some resistance.

In

most such organizations, the supervisor has the right to
evaluate performance and also to provide rewards,
incentives, and discipline for good or poor performance.
To suggest that peer appraisals should be used might
indicate a rather drastic change in the balance of power
within the organization.
Lawler (1967) suggests that
"two dimensions appear to be important in
determining reactions to rating systems. The
first dimension concerns the strength of the
need for feedback, and the second is the
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authoritarian personality dimension.
Presumably
the more need a person has for feedback and the
l~ss authoritarian he is, the more acceptable
will be peer and subordinate ratings."
Love (1981) discovered that police officers did not
like rating each other and he suggested that the shift in
power afforded by this type of assessment would be very
unsettling.

Perhaps the authoritarian personality

dimension is partly responsible for this finding.

If law

enforcement officers tend toward an authoritarian stance,
they may feel generally more comfortable with a single
direct evaluation from the person in authority than with a
larger and more diverse evaluation of their performance
provided by their peers.
The Orange County Sheriff's Office has attempted to
develop a behavioral job related performance appraisal
system for deputy sheriffs, called within the agency the
Performance Observation System (POS). This system is based
loosely on the concepts of Behavior Observation Scales and
has been used exclusively for supervisory rating.

The

major difficulties encountered in using this format have
shown to be the opportunity to observe and the inate rater
biases that seem to be particularly ingrained in
individuals in this environment.

These biases may be

characterized by statements such as, "All my men are
excellent or they wouldn't be working for me!"

and "I
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.

never give anyone a high mark because nobody's that
good."
While the POS form provided feedback to the deputies
as it had been used, it seemed apparent that a more
generous and useful perspective could be gained by
considering other rater sources.

Also, the ideosyncratic

biases present in the supervisory raters made i t nearly
impossible to use these ratings in any sort of personnel
decisions such as awarding merit salary increases or
determining promotional eligibility.

In order to assess

the usefulness of peer performance appraisals for law
enforcement officers, the author undertook this study.
The previous review of research literature suggested that
the author might expect the following findings from this
study.
1.

Peer ratings correlations would be significant but
moderate to low in strength.

2.

Peer and supervisor ratings correlations would be
significant and moderate in strength.

3.

Peer paired comparisons correlations would be
significant and moderate to high in strength.

4.

Peer and supervisor paired comparisons correlations
would be significant and moderate to high in
strength.
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5.

Correlations of supervisor ratings with supervisor
paired comparisons, peer ratings with supervisor
paired comparisons, supervisor ratings with peer
paired comparisons, and peer ratings with peer paired
comparisons would all be significant but would tend to
be less strong where peer ratings were involved.
The author was also interested in investigating

whether the rating and paired comparisons correlations
would tend to vary depending upon the performance
dimensions being evaluated.

METHOD
Subjects
Seven squads,(intact work groups) each with a
supervisor (sergeant) and four to seven squad members
(deputies) participated in the study.

In all there were

47 subjects, seven of which were supervisors.

These

subjects were all members of the Patrol Division, and were
drawn from one patrol sector (geographical area) of the
county.

This sector was selected because it contained the

largest number of working squads with supervisors, because
the supervisors and squad members were a good mix of new
and experienced individuals, and because of easy
accessibility for data collection.

Subjects were taken

from different work shifts in order to obtain a reasonable
sample of subjects.

This fact did not present any

problems to the research effort since work shifts are
regularly rotated in the Patrol Division.
Each supervisor was asked to complete rating forms on
all of his subordinates.

Each deputy was asked to

complete rating forms on three of his peers.

Assignments

for peer ratings were made randomly and no two subjects
rated the same three peers.

In this way, each deputy was

rated by his supervisor and three peers.

21

22

Both supervisors and deputies used a pairedcomparisons format for ranking which contained all
possible combinations of ratees (squad members) for
comparison choices by the subject.

In the case of

deputies, all pair choices involving the deputy were
eliminated.
Deputies were also requested to complete a Self
Rating Form and a rating preference questionnaire (See
Appendix A) following the Performance Rating Form.

Three

questions about rating preferences were asked of each
subject.
1.

They were:

Do you like to rate your peers' performance?

(answer

yes or no)
2.

Do you think that supervisors or peers are better at
rating the performance of law enforcement officers?
(anwser supervisors, peers or either)

3.

Would you prefer to be rated by your peers or your
supervisor (or both)?

(answer supervisor, peers, or

both)
The Self Rating Form, which was very brief, was
included for use in a later evaluation of the Performance
Observation System.
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Evaluation Formats
In order to make comparisons of peer and supervisory
rankings and ratings, two performance appraisal formats
were developed and used.
The first format was a behavior based rating scale
very similar to the Performance Observation System now in
use at the Orange County Sheriff's Office. This format
used the four performance dimensions with greatest weight
values on the Performance Observation System. These
performance dimensions (duty areas) were the most
important and frequently performed duties in the patrol
deputy's work.

Although the use of all dimensions on the

original form would have been advantageous in this sort of
research, it was beyond the scope of this study to
consider every aspect of performance.

The performance

dimensions considered were:
Assistance Calls
Vehicle and Foot Patrol
Radio Communication
Crime Investigation and Interviewing
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Each of these performance dimensions contained
between three and fourteen separate task statements on
which the deputy was rated.
The rating scale which was used in this study
differed from the scale normally used in the Performance
Observation System.

The rating scale used in this

research required ratings to be made on the effectiveness
with which the deputy completed the given task.

This

effectiveness rating took into account the frequency,
quality, and appropriateness of performance of each task.
The following definitions of the adjective scale
benchmarks were used.
POOR:

The deputy's performance is far below average
relative to other deputies at OCSO, and may be
considered unacceptable as it fails to meet minimum
agency standards.

BELOW AVERAGE:

The deputy's performance is somewhat below

average relative to other deputies at OCSO (roughly
70% of deputies perform better on this task), but it
not so low as to be considered unacceptable by agency
standards.
AVERAGE:

The deputy's performance easily meets agency

standards and may be considered average relative to
other deputies at OCSO (roughly half of OCSO deputies
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are better on this task and roughly half are worse on
this task).
ABOVE AVERAGE

The deputy's performance usually exceeds

agency standards and may be considered better than
the majority of deputies at OCSO (might be considered
in top 30% of OCSO deputies on this task).
SUPERIOR:

The deputy's performance is consistently far

above the performance of the majority of deputies at
OCSO, and it greatly exceeds agency standards and may
be considered an ideal performance example for other
deputies to follow.
Subjects were given approximately twenty minutes of
instruction in filling out the rating forms.

The author

reviewed the rating adjective benchmarks and the task
statements with the subjects to ensure that there were no
misunderstandings with any part of the rating form.
The subjects were instructed to consider the past
three months of performance by the ratee when assigning
ratings; to consider each task statement separately when
assigning ratings; and to mark the space "Not Observed Not Applicable" if they had no knowledge of the ratee's
performance on that task.
Supervisors who had had training in performance
observation and documentation were requested to make
ratings without reviewing any notes or records made of
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their subordinates' performance.

This restriction was

placed on supervisors to provide a more equal basis for
recall of performance with subordinates.
After rating all tasks in a performance dimension,
the subject was requested to complete an "average rating"
equation for that dimension.

For purposes of this

research, the average rating became the rating score for
that performance dimension.

The equation required the

subject to add up the total rating points given (one for
poor up to five for superior) and divide by the number of
tasks rated.

Tasks marked "Not observed - Not applicable"

were not included in the equation.

Weight factors were

not used in this equation since the four performance
dimensions rated were all given essentially the same
weight in the original Performance Observation System. The
author added all dimension scores for a total performance
rating across the four dimensions prior to analysis of the
data.
Deputies were requested to return their rating forms
to their sergeant within four days.

The sergeants were

requested to return their rating forms and their
subordinates' forms to a designated mailbo~ at the
Sheriff's Office.

Labeled envelopes were provided to each

subject for return of the forms.

A time limit of four

days was set to allow sufficient time for the subjects to
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complete the forms, but still retain a fresh memory of the
instructions.
Subjects were told that the information obtained
would be used for research purposes only .

They were

instructed not to discuss their ratings with anyone else,
in order to maintain the integrity of the research .
Subjects were told that information on the outcome of the
research would be made available to all participants, but
that no participant would be allowed access to his or
anyone else's performance evaluations .
A statement of purpose and instructions guide was
given to each subject along with the Performance Rating
and Performance Comparison forms

(See Appendices A and B

for these forms) .
Approximately one week after completion of the rating
form, the subjects were asked to complete a paired
comparisons questionnaire on the four performance
dimensions covered in the rating form plus an overall work
effectiveness dimension.

This overall performance

dimension included the four previously assessed dimensions
only.

The subjects were instructed to consider these four

dimensions as a composite when making this evaluation.
The subjects were requested to decide who

.

lS

more

.
effective in the performance of each dimension between all
combinations of ratee (squad member) pairs excluding

28
themselves.
presented.

Subjects had to choose between the two ratees
Choices of equally good were not allowed in

order to prevent equivalent ratings by many subjects.
Assuming that police officers do not like to evaluate
other officers (Love, 1981), the author expected that
given the opportunity, many deputies would rate their
peers as equal rather than make the requested
discrimination.
Subjects received approximately fifteen minutes of
instruction in completing the paired comparisons
questionnaire.

Data were collected in the same manner as

for the rating forms after a two day period.
Rank orders of the ratees were derived by a simple
formula of percent of the time that the ratee was favored
in comparisons with others (Carroll and Schneier, 1982).

RESULTS
The data obtained on paired comparisons and ratings
of performance made by supervisors and peers were
statistically analyzed to determine the extent of rater
agreement about the evaluation of the four performance
dimensions and the overall performance dimension.

The

following analyses were made.
First, ratings of each ratee made by his peers were
paired and these data were used to compute a Pearson
Correlation Coefficient.

Five correlation coefficients

were completed using ratings given by peers on the four
performance dimensions plus the total performance
ratings.

Approximately 105 pairs of data existed for each

of the correlations, the number varying slightly due to
lack of response on some dimensions by the subjects.
Second, an average rating given to each ratee by his
peers was computed and then paired with the supervisor's
rating given to that ratee.

Pearson correlation coef-

ficients were computed for each of the four performance
dimensions plus the total performance ratings using these
data.

Forty pairs of data were used in each of these five

correlation coefficients.
Third, raw scores on the paired comparisons format
were generated for each ratee by determining the percent
29
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of favored comparisons made by each subject on that
ratee.

These raw scores made of each ratee by his peers

were paired and used to calculate a Pearson correlation
coefficient for each of the performance dimensions and the
overall performance dimension.

Approximately 210 data

pairs were used in each of these five correlations.

The

number of data pairs varied slightly because of incomplete
responses provided by some raters.
Fourth, average raw paired comparisons scores given
to all ratees by their peers were figured and were paired
with the supervisors' paired comparisons score for those
ratees.

Thirty-nine pairs of data were obtained in this

way and were used to calculate Pearson Correlation
Coefficients on the four performance dimensions and the
overall performance dimension.
In order to compare peer ratings and paired
comparisons scores with supervisors' ratings and paired
comparisons scores, four other Pearson Correlation
Coefficients were calculated using just the overall and
total scores on the evaluation formats.

Supervisors'

ratings of subjects were paired with supervisors' paired
comparisons scores of those subjects for one correlation.
Average peer ratings were paired with average peer paired
comparisons scores for another correlation.

Supervisors'

ratings were paired with average peer paired comparisons'
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scores for a third correlation.

Finally, supervisors'

paired comparisons scores were paired with average peer
ratings for a fourth correlation.
Results of these analyses indicated that:
1.

Peer rating correlations, although significant, were
in the low range (r=.17 to .256) across all
performance dimensions.

2.

Supervisor and average peer rating correlations were
moderate to high in the areas of Radio Communication
and Crime Investigation and Interviewing (r=.656 and
.482, respectively) but were moderately low to
nonexistent in areas of Assistance Calls and Vehicle
and Foot Patrol, as well as in total performance
rating (r=.030 to .399).

3.

Peer paired comparisons correlations fell generally in
the moderate range (r=.32 to .529), with somewhat
stronger correlations appearing in the performance
dimensions of Radio Communication and Crime
Investigation and Interviewing (r=.529 and .486,
respectively).

4.

Supervisor and average peer paired comparisons
correlations were considerably stronger overall than
the others, ranging in the moderate to high areas
(r=.553 to .775).
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The values of these correlations have been assembled in
Table 1.
Further, it was found that the correlations of
supervisor ratings with supervisor paired comparisons
scores (r=.506) and supervisor ratings with average peer
paired comparisons scores (r=.493) were moderately high.
The correlations of supervisors' paired comparisons scores
with average peer ratings (r=.295) and average peer
ratings with average peer paired comparisons scores
(r=.386) were in the low to moderate range.

These

correlations are presented in Table 2.
The results of the rating preferences questionnaire
showed that 49% of the respondents like to rate their
peers' performance, whereas 51% indicate that they do not
like to rate peers' performance.

When asked who is better

at rating the performance of law enforcement officers, 51%
replied in favor of the supervisors, 21% in favor of
peers, and 28% indicated that either peers or supervisors
would be equally effective.

Surprisingly, 67.5% of the

respondents said they would prefer to be rated by both
peers and supervisors.

No respondent indicated that peer

ratings alone would be preferable, and 32.5% of the
respondents said they would prefer to be rated by
supervisors only.
questionnaire.

Forty-three deputies responded to this

TABLE l
CORRELATIONS OF PERFORMANCE RATINGS AND RANKINGS BY
DIFFERENT RATER GROUPS ACROSS PERFORMANCE DIMENSIONS

Assistance
Calls
Peer Ratings
Correlatio n
Supervisor and
Ave ra ge Peer
Ra~ in g s Correlation
Peer Paired
Comparisons
Correlation
Supervisor and
Peer Paired
Comparisons
Correlation

Vehicle/Foot
Patrol

Radio
Communication

r=.204
n=106 pairs

r=.243
n=106 pairs

r=.170
n=108 pairs

r=.256
n=108 pairs

r=.217
n=99 pairs

r = . 030*
n=40 pairs

r=.335
n=40 pairs

r=.656
n=40 pairs

r=.482
n=40 pairs

r=.399
n=40 pairs

r=.320
n=205 pairs

r=.407
n=212 pairs

r=.529
n=211 pairs

r=.486
n=212 pairs

r=.395
n=211 pairs

r=.553
n=39 pairs

r=.663
n=39 pairs

r=.554
n=39 pairs

r=.775
n=39 pairs

r=.648
n=39 pairs

Crime Investigation
And Interviewing

Overall/Total
Score

*All correlation coefficients are significant at p < .05, one-tailed, except where marked with
an Asterisk(*).
-

w
w
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TABLE 2
CORRELATIONS OF OVERALL PERFORMANCE SCORES AND TOTAL
PERFORMANCE RATINGS OF PEERS AND SUPERVISORS
Supervisor
Ratings
X=l4.5 SD=l.5

Average Peer
Ratings
X=14.1 SD=l.5

Supervisor
Paired Comparisons
X=Sl.3 SD=34.4

r=.506
n=39 pairs

r=.295
n=39 pairs

Average Peer
Paired Comparisons
X=52.3 SD=28.3

r=.493
n=39 pairs

r=.386
n=39 pairs

All correlations are significant at p<.05, one-tailed.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study have for the most part
fulfilled the expectations developed from previously
reported research.

Peer ratings have shown to be the

least highly correlated, therefore least reliable, of the
appraisal methods.

Peer rankings using the paired

comparisons format showed moderately high correlations.
Supervisors' ratings and rankings showed higher
correlations with peer ratings and rankings than peer
evaluations provided alone.
The practice, in this study, of using average peer
evaluation scores to pair with supervisors' scores may be
partly responsible for the higher observed values of r in
those comparisons.

Because peers were not found to be

very reliable in making ratings especially, it is apparent
that averaging peer scores may develop a score for the
ratee that is more representative of reality than any
individual peer evaluation would be.
It is also important to note that the higher observed
values of r in the paired comparisons correlations may be
due in some part to the nature of the scores obtained in
this format by the ratees.

Raw scores in the paired

comparisons format ranged from Oto 100 whereas the rating
format scores were assigned on a five point scale (or up
35
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to 20 points on the total rating).

Because of the greater

degree of variability of scores obtained on the paired
comparisons format, higher correlations may have resulted
in those comparisons.

For example, the mean and standard

deviation of supervisors total ratings were X=14.5 SD=l.5
and the mean and standard deviation of supervisors'
overall performance scores were X=Sl.3 SD=34.4.

Mean

scores on the paired comparisons format were slightly
above 50 because one ratee's scores were dropped from the
data because the deputy had been with the squad less than
a month and few deputies provided any evalulation for this
person.

The scores received by this deputy were the

lowest in the squad, and thereby raised the mean score
slightly above fifty when they were dropped.

Means and

standard deviations for the total performance ratings and
the overall performance scores for both rater groups are
presented in Table 2.
The suggestion initially raised by the author that
deputies might have a better opportunity to observe
performance and therefore provide more objective and true
performance appraisal, has not been completely supported
by this research.

A number of deputies explained to the

author during the instructional interviews that most
deputies never see the other deputies at work unless they
occupy adjoining work zones, and then only rarely.
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Because of scheduling, often times a deputy will receive
backup assistance from deputies in other squads who happen
to be working overlapping shifts.

So especially in areas

like Vehicle and Foot Patrol and Assistance Calls,
observations of performance by deputies may seldom occur.
This fact may partially account for the tendency to find
higher correlations of performance ratings and rankings
(paired comparisons) in the areas of Radio Communication
and Crime Investigation and Interviewing where there is
usually more tangible evidence of a deputy's performance.
Almost everyone listens to the radio, and there are
reports written and cases discussed concerning Crime
Investigations.
Another factor which the author believes influenced
the correlations of ratings and rankings across the
various performance dimensions is the standards for
performance established for each performance dimension.
Radio communication and Crime Investigation and
Interviewing seem to have better defined standards for
performance than Assistance Calls and Vehicle and Foot
Patrol, where ratings may depend as much on the
opportunity to perform as on the true quality of the
performance.
An example of task statements from these performance
dimensions may better illustrate this point for the
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reader.

Two statements from Assistance Calls and Vehicle

and Foot Patrol are "Backs up other law enforcement
officers on his own initiative" and "Investigates
suspicious incidents or persons ••• ".

In practice, these

tasks require the ratee to use his personal expectations
and values to determine ratings.

The appropriateness of

performing these tasks and the frequency with which they
ought to be performed are highly situational.

Yet it

would be extremely difficult to write task statements for
rating these performance dimensions that could
specifically address all situations.

In contrast,

examples of task statements from Radio Communication and
Crime Investigation and Interviewing are "Uses proper
radio codes" and "Completes forms accurately and
legibly."

It is obvious that these descriptions of

performance are far more specific and the criteria for
performance are better defined.
In general, correlations across all rater groups
tended to be higher in Radio Communication and Crime
Investigation and Interviewing. This fact supports the
argument that specific performance standards and the
opportunity to observe may positively influence rating
quality.

It has been seen however, that deputies do not
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necessarily observe their peers more frequently than do
the supervisors.
One aspect of the research data that appears
irregular in the overall review is the correlation in
Assistance Calls for Supervisor Ratings and Average Peer
Ratings (r = .030).

In the initial development of task

statements for the Performance Observation System a fair
amount of controversy existed among the sergeants using
the form concerning Assistance Calls.

Many sergeants

expressed the opinion that either a deputy was superior in
performance of this duty or he would be terminated from
employment.

In their opinion, no middle ground existed

for rating this dimension.

One supervisor in this study

demonstrated this opinion clearly by rating all of his
subordinates in the superior category.

The author

believes this may have had a considerable influence on the
value of this correlation.

The controversy does

demonstrate, however, the value of acceptable and well
defined performance criteria.
Another point of the research data which appears
somewhat unusual is the correlation in Radio Communication
for Supervisors' ratings and Average Peer Ratings (r =
.656).

This correlation seems slightly high relative to

the correlation of peer ratings on this dimension (r =
.170).

Again, this result may be due to the effect of
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averaging peer evaluations for correlation with
supervisors' evaluations.
It appears that supervisors maintain an advantage in
rating and ranking of deputy performance.

The

correlations of supervisors' evaluations with average peer
evaluations tend to be stronger overall than the
correlations of peer evaluations alone.

It should be

noted, however, that all supervisors participating in this
study have received training and practice in using the
evaluation system.

Therefore, it is to be expected that

they would demonstrate a more consistent approach to
performance appraisal than the untrained deputies.
Furthermore, although they were requested to ignore any
documentations of performance made as a part of their
supervisory responsibilities, the practice of observing
and documenting their subordinates' performance could be
expected to produce more accurate assessments.
Based solely upon the results of this study, the
author cannot recommend the use of peer ratings for
deputies unless the ratings are grouped or averaged for
each ratee.

Peer rankings would be more acceptable than

ratings from the standpoint of reliability.

It is

strongly recommended, however, that deputies should
receive training and practice in using any peer appraisal
system.

It is also recommended that a more thorough
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analysis be completed of the performance dimensions on
which deputies can reliably rate their peers.

This study

undertook to evaluate only four dimensions.
Finally, the preferences of the deputies themselves
must be considered.

Acceptance of an evaluation system

can be critical in its success.

It is clear that deputies

do not wish to be rated by their peers alone, but the
majority seem to favor the use of peer evaluations as a
supplement to supervisory evaluations.

The majority seem

to feel that the sergeant is at least as good or better at
rating their performance as their peers would be.

Concern

was expressed by those responding to the questionnaire
that probationary deputies should not be allowed to
evaluate others.

It was also suggested that deputies have

a choice of peers who evaluate them.

Although the paired

comparisons format produced more reliable peer
evaluations, many deputies expressed dislike of this
system which requires them to make comparative choices
about their peers.

Several deputies plainly refused to

complete the Performance Comparison Form.
Conclusions about peer evaluations from this study
must ultimately be tempered by the fact that all subjects
were promised confidentiality and that their responses
were to be used purely for research.

The author cannot

predict how the evaluation systems would actually be used
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by deputies.

Supervisors in law enforcement are

accustomed to being held accountable for their decisions
about subordinates whereas deputies have never experienced
this situation.

There was some evidence of deliberate

misuse of the appraisal formats by peers in this study.
The issue of accountability for peer evaluations made by
deputies must be resolved if any type of peer appraisal is
ever used at the Sheriff's Office.

Otherwise, peer

appraisals may indeed become the popularity contest feared
by many organizations, or worse, a weapon to be used
against peers and administrative personnel systems.

APPENDIX A
PERFOR~-1ANCE RATING FORM A~D

SELF R.:z\TING FORM

44

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

You hav~ been requested to participate in a research effort on behalf of
the Orange County Sheriff's Office. Kitty Boynton, Employee Relations
Specialist with the Orange County Sheriff's Office, is con<lucting this
study in hope of gaining insight into the performance appraisal process
of law enforcement officers.
Information obtained through this study may
be used to modify the Performance Observation System already in use.
The responses you provide on any and all sections of this project will be
held in strict confidence by the researcher. No evaluation of any
individual made by anyone pa~ticipating in this study will ever be used
officially or unofficially by the Orange County Sheriff's Office. All
responses will be used collectively and anonymously in a statistical
analysis . Responses collected as a part of this study will be used
solely in this research effort.
Participants in this study will be informed of the outcome of the
r.esearch, but no participant will be allowed access to information about
his or anyone else's performance ratings.
Please be as accurate and as honest in your responses as possible.
YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS PROJECT IS SINCERELY APPRECIATED!
INSTRUCTIONS
1.

You are requested to make performance ratings of a number of your
peers (or subordinates). When answering the Performance Rating Form,
consider only the past three months of the person's performance.
If you have any notes or recorded observations about the performance
of anyone you are rating, do NOT refer to those notes when making
these ratings.
Rely upon your memory alone.

2.

Consider each task statement separately when making ratings.
If you
have no knowledge of a person's performance on a certain task or if
the person never performs the task, mark the box "Not Observed - Not
Applicable".

3.

Rate all tasks using the scale below. When assigning ratings ask
·yourself, "How effective is this deputy at performing this task?"
Your rating of his effectiveness should take into account the
frequency and appropriateness as well as the quality of his performance.
POOR: The deputy's performance is far below average relative to
other deputies at OCSO, and may be considered unacceptable as it fails
to meet agency standards.
BELOW AVERAGE: The deputy's performance is somewhat below average
relative to other deputies at OCSO (roughly 70% of deputies perform
better on this task), but it is not so low as to be considered
unacceptable by agency standards.
AVERAGE: The deputy's performance easily meets agency standards and
may be considered average relative to other deputies at OCSO (roughly
half of OCSO deputies are better on this task and roughly half are
worse on this task).
ABOVE AVERAGE: The deputy's performance usually exceeds agency
standards and may be considered better that the majority of deputies
at ocso (might be considered in the top 30% of OCSO deputies on this
task) .
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SUPERIOR:
The deputy's performa nc e is consistentl y far abov e th
performance of the majority of deputies at OCSO, and it greatly
exceeds agency standards and may b considered an ideal performance
example for other deputies to follow.
4.

When you have rated all tasks in a DU~Y area, add up the total points
given and record this number in the space
total rating
points
Add up the number of tasks to which you assigned a rating (do NOT
include those marked "Not Observed - Not Applicable") and record this
number in the space
# tasks
rated
Divide the total rating points by the number of tasks rated to find
an average duty rating.

5.

Complete each duty area for that person.
(or subordinates) in the same manner.

6.

Using the SELF RATING FORM, please rate yourself on the broad DUTY
areas presented . Also, plea·se answer the questions concerning your
rating preferences at the bottom of this form .

7.

Seal all of your responses in the enclosed envelope and return it to
your supervisor within four days.
Your prompt response is necessary
and very much appreciated!

THANK YOU!

Then rate your other peers
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Assistance Calls

DUTY:
1.

Backs up other law enforcement
upon request.

□

1

2

3

4

5

2•

Backs up other law enforcement
officers on his own initiative.

□

1

2

3

4

5

3.

Assists fire and medical
personnel .

□

1

2

3

4

5

..
total rating
points
DUTY:

=

average duty
rating

# tasks
rated

Vehicle/Foot Patrol

1.

Demonstrates accurate knowledge
of local geography .

□

1

2

3

4

5

2.

Patrols known high crime areas.

1

2

3

4

5

3.

Avoids patterns or set routines
in patrolling areas.

□
□

1

2

3

4

5

4•

Remains visible to general
public in appropriate places,

□

1

2

3

4

5

5.

Runs or requests necessary
teletype checks.

□

1

2

3

4

5

6•

Investigates suspicious incidents or persons, and
completes FIRS.

□

1

2

3

4

5

7•

Drives safely at speeds
necessary when in pursuit or
when responding to a call .

□

1

2

3

4

5

=
total rating
points
DUTY:

# tasks
rated

average duty
rating

Radio Communication

1.

Informs Communications Center
of location and activities.

□

1

2

·3

4

5

2.

Obtains information from
Communications Center.

□

1

2

3

4

5
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3•

Maintains timely communications
with Communications Center,
other cars, superviosrs, and
deputies.

□

1

2

3

4

5

4.

Uses proper radio codes.

1

2

3

4

5

5.

Receives and notes types of
assignments and locations.

□
□

1

2

3

4

5

6•

Keeps transmissions brief
channels clear.

□

1

2

3

4

5

7•

Uses clear and understandable
voice over the radio.

□

1

2

3

4

5

D

1

2

3

4

5

D

1

2

3

4

5

D

1

2

3

4

5

D

1

2

3

4

-5

total rating
points
DUTY:
1.

# tasks
rated

=

-

average duty
rating

Crime Investigation and Interviewing

Identifies himself to witness(es),
complainant(s), and suspect(s).

2.

Establishes effective line of
communication with witness(es),
· complainant(s), and suspect(s).

3.

Properly identifies victim(s),
witness(es), and suspect(s).

4.

Verifies nature and site of
crime.

5.

Completes forms accurately and
legibly.

□

1

2

3

4

5

6.

Obtains sworn statements.

1

2

3

4

5

7.

Protects individuals involved
and renders first aid if needed.

□
□

1

2

3

4

5

8.

Seals off and protects crime
scene.

1

2

3

4

5

9.

Relays facts accurately and
completely to appropriate others.

□
0

1

2

3

4

5
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10. Lifts latent fingerprints and
photographs scene when
appropriate.

□

1

2

3

4

5

11. Informs victim/complainant of
police policies toward case.

□

1

2

3

4

5

12. Informs suspect(s) of charges

□

1

2

3

4

5

□

1

2

3

4

5

□

1

2

3

4

5

and police procedures.
13. Informs suspect(s) of

constitutional rights.
14. Develops leads and informants,

performs neighborhood checks,
locates and questions suspects
and witnesses.

total rating
points

# tasks
rated

=

average duty
rating
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DUTY AREA
Assistance Calls
Vehicle/Foot Patrol
Radio Communication
Crime Investigation and Interviewing

□
□
□
□

RATING PREFERENCES
Do you like to rate your peers' performance?
YES
Do you think that supervisors or peers are
better at rating the performance of law
enforcement officers?

___

NO
Supervisors
Peers
Either

Would you prefer to be rated by your peers
or your supervisor (or both)?

Supervisor
Peers
Both

APPENDIX B
PERFORt·llAJ~CE COMPARISON FORM
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Statement of Purpose
This is the second part of the research project that you
began last week. The research is being conducted by Kitty
Boynton on behalf of the Orange County Sheriff's Office.
As before, all responses that you make on this part of the
study will be held in strict confidence by the researcher
and will be used only in this research effort.
INSTRUCTIONS
You are requested to evaluate the performance of your
peers using a paired comparisons format which is somewhat
different from the rating scale used in the first part of
the study.
1. On each page a question is asked concerning the
performance of your peers. The question is worded, "Who
is more effective at Assistance Calls (or Vehicle/Foot
Patrol, or Radio Communication, or Crime Investigation and
Interviewing)?" The question is followed by the names of
your peers grouped in pairs such as:
Jones
Brown
Roberts

Johnson
Jones
Johnson

2. You should consider each pair of names separately and
decide which of the two people named is more effective at
that duty.
Place a check mark in the small blank nearest
the name of the person you consider to be more effective.
(Below, Jones is considered to be more effective than
either Johnson or Brown.)
Jones
Brown

Johnson
Jones

3.
In some cases you may believe that there is a lot of
difference between the two people named.
For example,
Jones may be the best on the squad at Assistance Calls and
Johnson may be one of the worst.
Sometimes you may
consider that the people named are very nearly equal in
their performance of that duty.
It is necessary, however,
to choose between the two. No choices of "equal" are
given.
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4.
Remember that all other deputies in your squad will be
making the same decisions, and it is likely that when all
the data are combined, those people who are more or less
the same in performance will be grouped together.
Please make your decisions independently of others,
however.
5. The last question to be evaluated concerns overall
performance effectiveness. Consider the four duty areas
you have just reviewed (Assistance Calls, Vehicle/Foot
Patrol, Radio Communication, and Crime Investigation and
Interviewing) to determine who is more effective overall.
6. Whenever your name is used in a comparison, it has
been marked out. You are not requested to make
evaluations of yourself on this form.
7. When you have completed this form, please seal it in
the envelope provided and return it to your supervisor.
Please return the forms within two days.
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
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